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IRE Memorandum No 10 vinal Seotember 1993 
Development of Remedial Action Objectives 881 Hillside -ea (OW 1) 

Dear Mr Scbassburger 

The Colorado DeDartnent of Jealth dazardous Mater-als and rlaste MarageTer 
(the Division) ?as reviewea the above referenced documeqt submitted 
prime operatrng contractor EG&G Tbe Division s comments are at'achec 

The Divzsion generally agrees with the stated ramedlal action obyectfvc 
however results rom the & m a l  PFI/RI aaseline P i s k  Assessment must be -r 
in to  the fiial =Os The r i s k  based DgG dLscussion does not  Conto 
r?formation to evaluate the reoorted values 

The Div-sion i s  withholding auoroval or Technical Yemorandum 10 (TM 10) 
addit-onal information as cited i n  the attacned comments is urovided 

I If vou have any cruestions regarding these matters please call Jeff Sda 
(I 
i 

staff at 692 3416 

- 1  

G a - 2  BaugnmaG Chier 
Fac, zties Section 
Hazardous Waste Control Program 

cc 

I 
Martin Hestmark EPA 
Jen Pepe DOE 
Tim Reeves DOE 
Zeke Hauk EG&G 
Jackie Berardini CDH OE 
Laura Perrault AGO 
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STATE OF COLORADO 
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Dedicated to protecting and impmvin the health and 

4300 Cherry Creek Or 5 Laboratory Uu lding 
Denver Colorado 80222 1530 4210 C llthh enue 

environment of the people of Colora o&, 

Denver Colorado 80220 371r6, 
(303) GY1 4700 2 FL3 t Fin 9 LIR Phone (303) 692 2000 

January 26 1993 

Mr Richard J Schassburger 
U S Department of Energy 
Rocky FIats Office Bldg 116 
P 0 Box 928 
Golden Colorado 80402 0928 

- -- 

RE Development of R e d i a l  Action Objective6 881 Hillside Area (OU 11 Technical 
Memorandum No 10 Final September 1993 

Dear Mr Schassburger 

The Colorado Department of Health Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division 
(the Division) has reviewed the above referenced document submitted by DOE and 
prime operating contractor EG&G The Division s comments are attached 

The Division generally agrees with the stated remedial action objectives (RAOs) 
hoyever results fromthe finalRFI/RI Baseline Risk Assessment must be incorporated 
into the final RAOs The risk based PRG discussion does not contain enough 
infomation to evaluate the reported values 

The Division is withholding approval of Technical Memorandum 10 (TM 10) until the 
additional information as cited in the attached comments is provided 

If you have any questions regarding these matters please call Jeff Swanson of my 
staff at 692 3416 

G a q 2  B a u g h d  Chief 
Fac, ities Section 
Hazardous Waste Control Program 

cc Martin Hestmark EPA 
Jen Pep@ DOE 
Tim Reeves DOE 
Zeke HaUk EG&G 
Jackie Berardini CDH OE 
Laura Perrault AGO 



Colorado Depar-ment of Health 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division 

Technical Memorandum No 10 Development of Remedial Ac ion Objectives 
Operable Unit 1 881 Hillside Area 

Conukents 

Table 2 1 Contaminants of Concerrl bv Media This Table limited the list of OU 1 
contaminants to only those that were *ant-tatively evaluated in the Baseline R i s k  
Assessment (BRA) Many OU 1 contaminants were dropped from evaluation in the BRA 
because either toxicity values are not available or a toxicity screen showed they 
did not drive -isk However many of these contaminants have uotential chemical 
specific ARARs It is imperative to the development of RAOs that an accurate and 
complete list of OU 1 contaminants and media of interest be utilized Therefore 
the Division requires that DOE include all contaminants identified in the R F I / R I  
Report in Table 2 1 

- -  - - -_ - - -- -- _-- - -  - -  e - - -- 
Table 7 2 Dotent-a1 Exuosure Qoutes and Pathwavs This Table -s limited to 
D-edomiqant Zxaosure pathwavs and Cantaminants The Division requests 

cla-, ,cat,on o D-edomiiant as - -s ae-i-s auul-ea -? t%is sumnarf table 

PPlnedial 4c'ion Cbiectives -he Div-sion is unce- ain what DOE 'nears by the te?n 
Doint or ceuart-re in he sta erneq- o "emedAal -c',on Ob ect vas The Division 

- ~ r - . e s t s  c,=r- ,ca. -31 3 --.l 2- c-= a3D-,2a C" 3 3 5-n 301'1 o 
aeuart-re as sc3 ed -? tne L O s  ana P -t,ac-ors -3 se des. 30-1 a ceDar'ure ard 
the 1x10 to 1x10 ' ~ S K  range 

The 3ivrsion does not agree that the -emed,al act-on object-ves snould ne stated as 
risk -anges Stating a RAO as a maximum -,SK range convevs 'hat he actcral goal -s 
the upper bound on the risk range 't &s &he Division s position that the initial 
goals for RAOs be set at the 1x10 -isk level 

Sec*,on 2 4 1 notent-a1 W s  -be documeqt exularns *?at although pel-minary 
ARAizs have Dee? listed tie ident-rication of SRARs all take place after the 
selection of alternatives U-I t5e FS The Division agrees that t\e final select-on 
of ARARs will take d a c e  arter the selsct-on of alternatives however since ARARs 
can actually inrluence the selection or femedial alternatives we believe t\at a 
Dreliminary list or ARARs must be ident-fled earlv 
,n order to ensure that resources are not wasted evcloring potentially useless 
al'eratives 

and be as comdete as uossible 

1) Doc r-ne of Sovereicm Tmmunitf This Daragrauh makes no sense to us Please 
emlain keeDing in mind &hat CERCA Sec-ion 120 (a) (1) remi-es that feaeral 
facil-ties cornnly with CSRCW in the same aanner and to the same extent both 
Droceaurally and substantively (this ,ncltdes ARARs) as any urivate facility 

2) State Groundwater Standards 'T-e Division disagrees with the facts and 
conclusions oreseqted in this paragraDh The State does have an established funded 
Demit program But in any event &his fact is irrelevant to the aetermination or 
whether Colorado s dater Quality Standards are ARARs These standards are 
apnlicable AFLARs because they are legally enforceable and are generally applicable 
and therefore have been promulgated within the meaning of the NCB 

3 )  State Drinkinu Water Standards the Division agrees with the EPA that all State 
and Federal reouirements which are aqlicable or relevant and appropriate must be 
identified as ARARs at this stage regardless of whether they are duplicative of 
or less stringent than their respective counterpart This is particularly true 
here where State drinking waterstandards unlike Federal Drurkingwater standards 
are aDDlicable ARARs (See #4 below) 

l 
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Colorado Department of Health 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division 

Technical Memorandum No 10 Development of Remedial Action Objectives 
Operable Unit 1 881 Hillside Area 

Comments 

4) Federal Drinkins Water Standards The Division agrees that federal MCLs and 
MCLGs may not be considered applicable ARARs but we disagree with DOE s explanation 
in support of this fact The document explains the the nature of the hydrology 
beneath OU 1 is such that use of this water as a future source of drinking water is 
unlikely due to its seasonal presence as desc-ibed in the RFI/RI 
however is not substantiated by the RFI/RI Report and is therefore not relevant 
to the classification of ARARs Federal MCLs may be relevant and appropriate as 
opposed to applicable because as the preamble to the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP) explains since MCLs are usually only legally applicable under rhe SDWA to 

there will be-few instances-in which MCLs 
are apulicable to cleanup of groundwater at a Suuerfund s i t e  (See discussion on 
section 300 430 (e) (2) (i) (E) On Lhe other hand State drinking water standards are 

This statement 

- --the quality of drinkirg water at the tau 

aplicable ARARs because compliance is Tot measured solely at tile tao 

The Division would like to clariry that consistent with the VCP non zero CZCLGs 
should be ,dentifled as relevant and aprooriate ARARs when necessary Only if the 
non zero MCLG ,s determined not to be yelevant and apurouriate does the MCL become 
a uotential ARAR 

Daue 13 Soil SDecific Chemical Reauirements "he statement so-1 sDecif,c chemical 
reuuirements under State and Federal laws ao Tot exist is a very aroad statement 
that may or may not be true The Division requests nore rnformac-on on the basis 
for this conclusion 

Table 2 3 potential ARARs National =-imam D-inkina Water Standards This "able 
is incomplete and &naccurate Values must oe rmuorted ro t  al l  corxaminants at the 
site not l u s t  those identiried in the Baseline RisK Assessment as COCs The 
correct MCL and MCLG standards f o r  selenium are 0 0 5  (mg/L) not 0 5 as report9a 
Additionally all potential chemical specific ARARs f o r  groundwater should be 
included in this Table not just the Yatronal Primary Drinking Water standards 

Daae 19 Ouantitation ,imi s The Statement actual sample quantitation limits 
have been nistorically much higher Lhan '-e CQQLs oresented in the a d e s  is 
pemlexing Actual quantitation limics are requirsd by EPA under the contract 
laboratory program to be at or below the Contracc Qequired Quantitation Lmi, 
(CRQL) If this LS indeed the case then the Division recommen&s an immediate review 
of the analytical methodology be-ng imulemented If current analytical methods are 
not meeting data quality reouirements then the methods must be reviewed and uDdated 
The Division does not consider inapproor-ate select-on of analyt-cal metho&ology by 
DOE a reason to modify remebal goals The Division requests aocumentatzon of when 
and why DOE expects this to occur and #hat steps are belng imdemented to minimize 
its occurrence This request should be addressed mdepeqdent or Technical 
Memorandum No 10 

Dacre 19 Verification of PRG Achievement TheDivislon requests clarificationof the 
statement It may be impossible to verify that DRGs have been achieved (after 
reme&al action) uslng conventional analytical techniques Specific examples of 
when the DOE does n o t  expect to be able to verify achievement of PRGs the 
conventional analytical techniques emloyed and what actions are belng takes to 
improve OR the techniques and rrursirnize t b s  situation should be included in ths 
response 
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Colorado Department of Health 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division 

Technical Memorandum No 10 Development of Remedial Action Ob-~ectives 
Operable Unit 1 881 Hillside Area 

Comments 

Tables 2 5 .  2 7 ,  2 8 Risk Based PRGs The Division requests the submittal of 
detailed information on how these PRGs were calculated Without this information 
the Division can not comment of the approDriateness of the reported values The 
Division is deferring judgement on these values pending review of this information 
The Division further recommends that risk based PRGs be calculated for all COCs and 
scenarios not lust those reported as greater than 1x10' risk or a hazard index of 
unity This will insure that risk based PRGs are Yeadily available for all 
contaminants if needed in the future 

- -- - - -  _ _  - - -  ATTACHMENT I Potential ARARS 

The list or UARs identif-ed in Attachment 1 is incomDlete however in order for 
the State o uY*her identify which Dotentral A2ARs are missing oarticularly for 
action spec1 ic and location sDec-zAc this docunent needs t o  contain more 
-nformat,on on OU 1 (e g an dentificat-on of historic Dlaces or wetlands a 
description or Dhysical c?aracteristics of the unit etc 1 

A )  some Doten:,al L a p s  a-i ,stid --s t a C  as -3C s --C-J~-"C 
a secondary Taximum contami?ant ,evels = O  C T  -+ --3 p A )  

b U S NRC Standards 10 CFQ 20 subpar- C (p 2 )  
c Coloraao dater Quality Stds 5 CCP ,002 8 3 11 0 ( p  4 )  
d 2aaioactive Yaterial Stds 6 CCR 1007 1 1 (p  S )  
e Colorado Water Quality Stds 6 CCP 1007 3 5 CCP 1002 8 (P -3)  

f Soil Erosion Dust Blowing Act CRS 35 72 101 (p 17) 
Please correct or explain 

2) Some Dotential W s  are missing =ram iFle action specific lAst -ncluding 
a Toxic Pollutant Effluent Stds 40 C"2 129 
b various Colorado Water Quality Cont-ol 9ct requirements 

(e g 5 CCR 1002 8 sections 3 12 0 3 1 8  3 2 0 )  
c various Colorado Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(e g 5 CCP 1001 4 1001 4 )  
d Wetlands remirements 

(e g 40 CFR 6 ApDendix A 40 C W  3t 2 3 0 )  
e Land Disposal Restrrct-ons 6 CCQ 7007  3 Dt 268 

Air oollut-on Control Reg 5 CCQ io01 9 
Please correct or emlain 

3) Why is Colorado Ambient Air Quality Standard 5 CCQ 1001 14 (page 5) not 
considered a potential ARAR7 

4) Why are Guidelines for land Disposal of Solid Waste 40 CFR Pt 21 not 
considered potential ARAR' 

5 )  Why ,s c-iteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 40 CFR Pt 258 (page 9 )  not 
considered a potential ARAR7 

6) Please note that ARARs can be both action specific and chemical-specrfrc: 
therefore the derived alpha activity limit €or h s p o s a l  of materials m sorls 6 
CCR 1007  1 4 19 can be an action soecific ARAR p 15 For this same reason 
the Land Disposal Restrictions 6 CCR 1007 3 Pt 268 and 40 CFR Pt 268 are both 
chenucal- and action-specific ARARs 
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